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PER CURI AM

Jerry Lee Gent appeals the district court's dismssal of his
civil conplaint for failure to state a claim In Gent's conpl ai nt,
he all eged that Radford University ("the University") denied his
application for adm ssion into a graduate studi es programas a form
of discrimnation against himon the basis of his disability, in
violation of both the Anericans with Disabilities Act, 42 U S.C
§ 12132 (1994), and the Rehabilitation Act, 29 U.S.C. § 794 (1994).
Gent al so noves to conpel the University to explain why femal e stu-
dents in a specific graduate sem nar out nunbered t he nal e students.
As relief, he noves for full-tinme adm ssion into the University's
graduate program or in the alternative, for $40,000 i n conpensa-
tory danmages.

We have reviewed the record and the district court's opinion
and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we affirmon the rea-

soning of the district court. Gent v. Radford Univ., No. CA-97-91-A

(WD. Va. June 19, 1997). Further, we deny Gent's notions to conpel
an expl anati on fromthe University regardi ng the gender conposition
of one of its graduate sem nars and we deny Gent's notion for re-
mand, i njunctive relief, or conpensatory damages. W di spense with
oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions are adequat e-
ly presented in the materials before the court and argunent woul d

not aid the decisional process.
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